groups and interpreted action, belief and feeling in terms of a few principles derived from the structures of such groups.' It has become an everyday criticism that this great work suffers from its 'timelessness', and of course historians have a professional interest in reiterating the point. More serious is the fact that the older constructs no longer seem to assist in analysing either the new problems that excite the historian aware of what his colleagues elsewhere are doing or the actual findings of new research.
To the outside observer -in this case an historian of Europe, whose bedtime reading consists of ethnologies of Africa, Papua-New Guinea, and the like -a confrontation with current research on Africa helps focus issues and problems in his own work and suggests a few points where common discussion might be fruitful. The greatest resistance for him occurs where the tendency is most strongly nominalistic, i.e. where the analysis of lineage organization or class gives way to the notion of unbounded and unstructured networks.2 The notion of the manipulative individual going from one self-interested connexion to the next does not seem very helpful for analysing the regularities of culture, the commonalities of class, or the experiences of individuals in conflict over mutual expectations -in short the very processes of which history is composed.3 To the extent that the relationship of structure to strategy has become of central importance to both historians and anthropologists, an adequate handling of the issues needs all the more a firm analysis of the process of class and culture. 4 The strength of the British school of social anthropology lies in the analysis of the rights, duties, claims and obligations which bound networks and structure relationships. Both conflict and exchange imply mediated relationships, whose dynamics are tied up closely with patterned expectations, property relations and power.5 A return to a reading, though critical, of the older literature along these lines would assist greatly in dealing with the new problems of the family and its role in productive relations, or individual choices in processes of historical transformation, or socialization to class and group values, or succession between generations who confront the realities of slavery, poverty or intergroup and state violence.6
The first problem in the re-evaluation of the history of the family in Africa is the fact that in many African societies there is no equivalent term to the English (and European) word 'family' at all.7 At the outset, then, the issue of comparative discussion is put into question. Interestingly enough, European historians also have found that in certain periods in the historical past the 'family' did not exist.8 The word in its current meaning is not very old. Most recently, historians have come to view the family rather loosely, pointing to a number of functions -reproduction, socialization, child-care, productionand a number of roles -wife, mother, father, cook, food producer, etc. -which may occur together or separately in different forms and groupings. It is not difficult to find examples where the 'family' does not seem to be of much analytical value. Take the situation of an illegitimate boy in an Austrian province living with his servant mother on an isolated farm together with twenty other servants hierarchically organized under the stern hand of the peasant household head. How is he socialized to male values? Can one say that the functions which a father would perform in another context are missing or on the other hand are efficiently divided among several different males? The issues which arise from this kind of analysis point to some of the most exciting work currently being done in the history of the family. On the one hand, a central problem has become the relation between production and demographic reproduction.9 On the other, analysis of the implications of child care and socialization for kin-networks and class formation has brought some significant results.10
Some interest is being shown in African research in such concepts as the 'house', 'household' and 'homestead '.11 Likewise, in a number of disciplines and from different academic traditions, a great deal of attention has been focused on the 'house' recently in European (and American) research. It might be useful to recall three aspects in this conjuncture in order to point to several problems with the notion.
The first 'tradition' is that of European ethnology or Volkskunde. Firmly rooted in the work of the nineteenth-century ethnographers, Le Play and Wilhelm Riehl, on the sociology of the family, ethnologists have examined the internal workings of the family in terms of an ongoing functional whole, the house, with its head, wife, children, servants, retired people, and so on."2 The ideal is firmly rooted in research on the large peasant and noble household, where the dynamics of inheritance, the patriarchal power of the father/manager, and the honour of the collectivity form the central moments of interest. Class endogamy, reproduction of the line, and marriage practices centred on female endowment form a cluster emphasizing the 'house .3 In addition, early theorizing about the state saw the house as the irreducible unit of the political order.14 In practical reality, the state seldom penetrated the house directly to question the patriarch's treatment of children. This sometimes goes so far as to preclude altogether official knowledge of the internal workings of the family. 'household', 'menage' are all related to the way dominating powers -the authorities, magistrates, lords, state -viewed the workings of the family. They were part of the system of domination, and this fact creates problems whenever we want to use the notion of 'house' analytically. For example, 'household' in the more purely demographic sense -the Laslett one -is derived from lists generated for tax purposes or for the poor-law settlement and so forth.25 Their 'reality', their meaning, is hard to dissociate from the fact that lists served the interest of the tax collector, the ratepayer, the State, the Church and so on. They were generated in the peculiar contexts of surplus extraction which may not have existed in pre-colonial Africa in the same way.26 Just as in Europe, any lists created by colonial authorities are 'frames' imposed on social reality from outside. If one does not subject them to radical query, family history becomes that of the household rather than of kinship.27
It fails to deal with the relational aspects of family life -mutual claims and conflicts -and remains a statistical artefact. Along slightly different lines, Gutman's stress on kinship and mutual obligation is a thoroughgoing critique of a notion of the family or household as isolated and as fulfilling a set of ideal functions.28 If one fails to grasp the difference, one is left with the history of the lower-class family as the history of a pathology -that is, if one is able to get beyond the purely statistical stage. It might be useful to enlarge on two points in order to make the argument more precise. Recent research on the self-sufficiency of the peasant family in seventeenth-and eighteenth-century Germany has shown that, given the amount of land available for cultivation by a 'house', it is clear that in no part of Germany was the independent, self-sufficient, autarkic household more than 40 per cent of the population.29 Often the percentage was a good deal less. (This 6o per cent or more of the households does not involve people who were on year-round contracts as household servants.) The members of such households had to find work from others. Remuneration for male work or for female harvesters, for example, often involved the payment of a meal, which means that at least in part the household was not a unit of consumption. One or other adult member could be absent on seasonal employment, migratory labour, or begging. I have seen a man listed as Burger of a village during two different periods when he had joined the army, the point being that the village was his 'tax home', place of refuge, and residence of his neglected wife.30 Here the intimate relationship between ownership of land or house and state or landlord income defined the nature of the list. The notion of the 'house', with production and reproduction as functions of each other, also breaks down at certain moments as a matter of historical reality. In addition, the issue of the house has to be viewed from two sides, male and female, and one should ask if the notion of the house, producing and consuming together, is at certain times the outcome of male bias. An example is the issue of illegitimacy. David Levine and Keith Wrightson have analysed it in terms of failed marital expectations.33 This may well do for certain periods and places, and in the village I am studying perhaps this is true for the early eighteenth century. Towards the end of the eighteenth century, however, single mothers there increasingly testified before the court that marriage was never discussed or intended.34 Reproductive strategies during that period ( 780-i 840) were oftenfemale reproductive strategies and
were not tied to family formation. The women may eventually have married the fathers of their children but often did not. They were increasingly apt to have more than one illegitimate child. Early care fell to the woman's parents, foster parents, or the village. A woman simply faced many years alone, yet began her reproductive activity at the standard age for bearing children.
There are even more complicated examples of the relationship of reproduction to the house. In the Pinzgau in Austria, over 8o per cent of the Along with the increasing tendency for single mothers to delay marriage
or not marry at all, there was a significant rise in divorce, separation, or demands for separation in the village. In almost all cases, the women brought suit and asked the court to intervene. If they did not receive satisfaction, they walked out. Men almost always wanted the women to stay.36 It is clear from all of the evidence that women felt that they had a better chance to make a living if they were not encumbered with husbands. Both the increasing inclination to have illegitimate children with no marriage in sight and to break up households which already existed are related to two factors. In production, particularly in agricultural production, women came to play an ever more important role.37 (Agricultural intensification brought in its wake more hoeing and care of young animals-women's work.) There was also an increase in the numbers of the semi-proletarianized small producers, who were caught up in what Olwen Huften calls the 'economy of makeshift' .38
Scratching together a living through a complex round of temporary labour, begging, stealing, gathering, and so forth called into question the 'house' as a productive and reproductive unit.
Medick's work on consumption and expenditure among proto-industrial producers raises important questions about male and female views of the household. He called attention to the pattern of conspicuous expenditure and lack of saving.39 Radical changes in drinking culture are also to be found in the period of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.40 The question that arises is how males and females viewed the production process and the use of earnings. If theory argues that proto-industrial production involved increasing degrees of self-exploitation, it does not tell whether the burden fell equally on the husband and the wife. In any event this kind of analysis raises questions for Africa about the differing perceptions of men and women of the exchanges which take place inside the family whether females produced and reproduced for a household economy or for some other end or whether their own strategies were more complex than we are used to thinking.
These reflexions prompt the following comments. It is important to know inside the family economy how much autonomy any one member has to set the pace of his labour. But the point here is to describe the product of labour and to ask what happens to it. An example is offered by the Stratherns for highland New Guinea, where women raise pigs which are in turn used by their husbands to exchange in a purely male political sphere.42 It is not so much a question of drawing up a balance sheet of reciprocities, but rather to analyse where inside the family/household transfers take place between men and women, young and old. A good deal in the history of the family can be clarified by analysing changes in the family dynamics of appropriation. This might be one way that the history of violence and coercion inside the family could be brought centrally into the consideration of the processes of change. It is also important to take up the problem of the way the household/family is caught within wider spheres of exploitation, which in turn operate on the internal dynamics of the household.
illegitimate girls give birth to a new generation of illegitimates. But beyond such difficulties, notions such as 'reproduction' tend often to focus attention on the structures of class and lineage without considering the different situations specific to gender: conflicts, domination, property ownership, expropriation, working process. 45 (4) A final point: relationships within the family are, by and large, mediated relationships. Sentiment and emotion and the factors of dependence, interest, and exploitation cannot be analysed separately. 46 Here is a point where the older school of social anthropology with its concepts of rights and obligations can be helpful. To some degree claims and duties are summed up in the property relations internal to the family. With marriage, certain rights are exchanged. The composition and management of the marital fund tells a great deal about the form of exchanges between family rnembers. The challenge here is to begin to analyse the dynamics of property systematically and comparatively, to see in what way they give shape to the range of relationships. 47 In this it is important not to reify property but to see it as a relationship between individuals.48 This should help analyse endemic conflict, the basis for help to the individual, the forces which throw people together, and the limits of attachment. A systematic approach here should help in the analysis of the rules of exchange, the patterns of negotiation, and the terms of disagreement -the way people bend and shape and redefine relationships between each other in common activity regarding things.
